REMARKS 

In the Office Action mailed on November 22, 2004, claims 1-20 have been 
rejected as anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over US Patent No. 5,740,347 to Avidin 
("the '347 patent"). Because the '347 patent does not disclose all of the claimed elements, 
however, the rejection is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Independent claims 1,9, 10, 11, 17 and 20, for example, each recite a step of 
removing all of the latches from each of the blocks that are not required for modeling global 
transparency. The '347 patent fails to disclose this step. The '347 patent teaches using a 
gray box model including all internal latches (see e.g., col. 3, lines 12-14 "Gray box 
modeling offers the ability to verify every path in a design, not only paths on the interface but 
also paths internal to the gray box"), see also col. 19, lines 14-18; col. 18, lines 18-58. The 
present application notes that gray box models are unsatisfactory for some applications due to 
their size. Background of the Invention, p. 4, line 26 - p. 5, line 3. Because the '347 patent 
fails to disclose a step of removing all internal latches not required for modeling global 
transparency, its gray box model will be significantly larger model than the present invention 
with resultant increased memory and processing demands. For this and other reasons, claims 
1,9, 10, 11, 17 and 20, in addition to claims depending therefrom, are allowable over the 
'347 patent. 

Other embodiments of the present invention include other elements not 
disclosed or suggested by the '347 patent. Claim 2, for instance, recites particular steps for 
removing latches from each of the blocks that are not required for modeling global 
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transparencies. These steps include assigning a first latch signal arrival time for an incoming 
global signal equal to a first latch end time; determining a signal arrival time for others of the 
latches as the signal propagates through the block; comparing the signal arrival time for 
respective of the latches with the latch start times for the respective of the latches until a final 
latch is found having a latch start time later than a latch arrival time; and removing all latches 
from the block downstream of the final latch except for latches connected to a global path. 
The '347 patent does not disclose or suggest any of these recited steps. 

Instead, the '347 patent simply teaches manual selection of transparent latches: 
"the user can . . . limit the depth of transparency. The present invention will limit the search 
to the number of transparent latches specified by the (user)." The '347 patent, col. 19, lines 
59-64. No steps whatsoever are disclosed for determining which latches are transparent 
(other than manual user selection), much less the particular steps recited by claim 2. For this 
and other reasons, claims 2 and 3-4 that depend therefrom are allowable. 

Independent claim 10 likewise recites particular steps for determining what 
latches are transparent and removing downstream latches. These steps include assigning a 
first latch arrival time for an incoming global signal for each of the blocks, determining a 
signal arrival time for the latches as the signal propagates through each of the blocks, 
comparing the signal arrival time for respective of the latches with latch start times for the 
respective of the latches until a final latch is found having a latch start time later than the 
signal arrival time for the final latch, and removing all latches in the each of the blocks 
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downstream of the final latch except for latches connected to a global path. Independent 
claim 10 is therefore allowable. 

Claims 1 3 and 1 8 each recite a computer program product that when executed 
causes a computer to assign a first latch arrival time for an incoming global signal equal to a 
first latch end time, determine a signal arrival time for the latches as the signal propagates 
through the block, compare the signal arrival time for respective of the latches with start 
times for the respective of the latches until a final latch is found having a latch start time later 
than a latch arrival time, and to remove all latches from the block downstream of the final 
latch except for latches connected to a global path. Claims 13 and 18, as well as claims 14 
and 19 that depend therefrom (respectively) are therefore allowable over the '347 patent. 

Claim 1 9 is allowable for other reasons, as well. It recites a computer program 
product that causes a computer to set the latch arrival time back to the latch end time for any 
of the latches determined to have a latch arrival time after the latch end time. The 
specification discusses some of the benefits and advantages of these steps. See, e.g., 
Specification^. 12, line 24 -p. 13, line 2; FIG. 2, blocks 164-166. The ' 347 patent fails to 
disclose or suggest this. 

Still other embodiments of the present invention include steps of creating a 
"clone" latch and moving one of the incoming global paths to each of the clone latches. As 
discussed in the specification, this allows embodiments of the invention to consider other 
paths in addition to the worst case global path. Specification, p. 14, line 20 -p. 15, line 11. 
Each of claims 7, 10, 16 and 20 recite steps of creating a clone latch and moving one of the 
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incoming global paths to the clone latch. The '347 patent fails to disclose or suggest these 
steps. Although the examiner has cited FIGS. 30 - 35 and col. 22, line 27 - col. 24, line 1 8 



of the '347 patent as disclosing these steps, a review of this portion of the '347 patent reveals 
no such disclosure. As a result, claims 7, 10, 16 and 20 are allowable over the '347 patent. 



It is believed that in light of the above remarks the anticipation rejection of the 



November 22, 2004 Office Action should be withdrawn and that all claims in their current 
form are suitable for allowance. Should the Examiner feel that there are issues remaining 
which need to be addressed before the claims can be allowed, he is invited to contact the 
undersigned attorney by phone to discuss the same. 
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